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racial segregation in student assignment, the provisions of the order
or plan shall govern,

(2) If a school district claims a conflict under
subdivision (a)}1) of this section, the school district shall
immediately submit proof from a federal court to the Department of
Education that the school district has a genuine conflict under an
active descgregation order or active court-approved desegregation
plan with the interdistrict school choice provisions of this
subchapter.

In light of the foregoing background information, you have posed the following
guestions:

I, What are the legal obligations with which a school district must
comply in order to declare a conflict with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of the Act?

2, Must a school district provide proof of a conflict on an annual
basis?

3. If a school district declares a conflict with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of the Act, what obligations, if any, does the
ADLE have to review a school district’s declared conflict (o
determine whether the school district met the requirements of the
Act?  Specifically, does the ADE have any obligation or
authority to review the information provided by the school
district and determine:

(a) Whether a school district has provided sufficient proofl of a
conflict with a desegregation order or court-approved
desegregation plan? :

(b) Whether  the  descgregation  order or  court-approved
descgregation plan remain active?

(c) Whether a genuine conllict exists between the school
district’s desegregation order or court-approved desegregation
plan and the interdistrict school choice provisions of the Act?
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(d) Whether it can require a school district to provide additional
information or deny a determination of a limitation of the Act
until the information is provided?

4. 1If a school district declares a conflict with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of the Act and the ADE is required to make
any of the determinations sct forth in 3(a)-(c) above, is the ADE
required to provide notice of those determinations? And, if so:

(a) To whom must the notice be provided?

(b) May a student or a student’s parent(s) continue to make
application for school choice transfer under the interdistrict
school choice provisions of the Act if the ADE has not madec,
and provided notice of, any of the determinations sct forth in
3(a)-3(c) above?

(c) May a nonresident district accept applications for school
choice transfer from a student who resides in a school district
which declares a conflict with the interdistrict school choice
provisions of the Act i the ADE has not made, and provided
notice of, any of the determinations set forth in 3(a)-3(c)
above?

5. What is the applicability, if any, of Section 1 of the Act (§ 6-13-
113) with regard to the remainder of the Act? Is the section
simply a notice requirement Tor a school district that does not,
alone, constitute a declaration that a school district has a conflict
with any interdistrict school choice provisions governed by the
remainder of the Act?

RESPONSE

With respect to Question 1, the legal obligations on a school district to be able to
claim a conflict with the Public School Choice Act are clear in the statute. The
answer Lo Question 2 is “ne,” in my opinion. As to Question 3, in my opinion, the
Arkansas Department ol Education does not have the authority to take the actions
about which you have inquired. Question 4 is moot in light of my response o
Question 3. It is my opinion in response to Question 5 that simply providing the
information required by section 1 of Act 560 of 2015, to be codified at Ark. Code
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Ann. § 6-13-113, would not, by itsclf, serve as a claim of conflict under Ark. Code
Ann. § 16-18-1906(a)(2), as amended by Act 560,

DISCUSSION

Before addressing your questions, I will summarize the relevant portions of what
is now called the Public School Choice Act of 2015 (“the Public School Choice
Act”), as well as the relevant changes made (0 that act by Acts 20135, No. 560
(“Act 5607). The Public School Choice Act® sels forth a public school choice
program that is obligatory for cach school districC’® unless certain statutory
limitations apply.! One of those limitations is if the transfer conflicts “with an
enforceable judicial decree or court order remedying the effects of past racial
segregation in the school district,™  The statute states that “[i}f the provisions of
this subchapter conflict with a provision of an enforceable descgregation court
order or a district’s court-approved descgregation plan regarding the effects of past
racial segregation in student assignment, the provisions of the [court] order or
plan shall govern.™®

" Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1901 ¢r seq. (Repl. 2013), ay amended by Acts 2015, No. 560. Act 560
went inlo effect on March 20, 2015,

* By way of background, in 2012, a federal district court declared an carlier enactment-—the
Public School Choice Act of 1989 (formerly codified at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-206 (2012)
repealed by Acts 2013, No, 1227)---unconstitutional because of the law’s explicit race-based
exception to interdisirict transfers. See Teague v. Ark. Bd of Educ., 873 F, Supp. 2d 1055 (W.I
ATk, 2012), vacated by Teague v. Cooper, 720 F.3d 973 (8th Cir, 2013). The 1989 law provided,
with certain exceptions, that “[njo student may transfer fo a nonresident district where the
percentage of enrollment for the student’s race exceeds that percentage in the student’s resident
district....” Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-206(1)(1) (2012). The court’s ruling led the General Assembly
in 203 to repeal section 6-18-206 and 1o enact a new public school choice law. See Acts 2013,
No. 1227.

¥ See Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1903(b) (Repl. 2013) (“Each school district shall participate in a
public school choice program consistent with this subchapter,™)

"These limitations are found at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1906 us amended by Act 560,
> Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-190H(b)(3) (Repl. 2013),

® Ark, Code Ann. § 6-18-1906(a) (Repl. 2013) (renumbered as subsection (a)(1) by Act 560)
(emphasis added).
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One significant change made by Act 560 to the Public School Choice Act was an
attempt Lo require proof from a school district that wishes to claim an exemption
from the Public School Choice Act because of a desegregation-related court order,
Before Act 560, a school district that wished to exempt itsell from school choice
needed only to declare annually that “the school district is subject to the
desegregation order ... remedying the effects of past racial segregation.”” This
declaration was irrevocable for one year and could be renewed cach ycar by notice
to the ADE. A school district’s board of directors also had the option, after an
excmption year, “to elect to participate in public school choice under this section if
the school district’s participation does not conflict with the school district’s tederal
court-ordered desegregation program.™

Act 560, however, repealed that provision and added a new subsection that states:

If a school district claims a conflict under subdivision (a)(1) of this
section, the school district shall immediately submit proof from a
[ederal court 1o the Department of Education that the school district
has a genuine conllict under an active desegregation order or active
court-approved descgregation plan with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of this subchapter.”

This new language imposes more of a burden on a school district. Tt is no longer
sufficient for a school district to simply declare itself exempt because of a court’s
descgregation order. Now, the school district seeking exemption must submit to
the ADE “proof {rom a federal court [of] a genuine conflict” with such an order.
Act 560, however, provides no guidance as to what would be both necessary and
sufticient to constitute such “proof™ from a federal court. It is similarly silent as to
what the ADE is supposed to do with such proof once it is submitted.

Act 560 also added a new section within the general provisions chapter regarding
school districts." That section requires a school district to provide the ADI
written notice by January I, 2016 that the district is subject to a desegregation or

" Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1906(b) (Repl. 2013).
“Id
¥ Act 560, § 6atp. 5 (to be codificd at Ark. Code Ann, § 6-18-1906(a)(2)).

" Id at § 1 (to be codified at Ark. Code Ann, §6-13-113).
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desegregation-related order.’’  This notice also must contain certain information

about that school district’s existing desegregation orders.'” Morcover, that section
tequires school districts that are released from court supervision related to such
orders to “promptly notify” the ADE."” Additionally, the ADE is to post all such
written notifications on its website."  School districts that fail 1o meet these
requirements will be deemed in violation of state accreditation standards,”

With this summary of the law and the relevant changes brought by Act 560 in
mind, I will now respond to your particular questions.

Question 1: What are the legal obligations with which a school district must
comply in order to declare a conflict with the interdistrict school choice
provisions of the Act?

In my opinion, Act 560 makes clear what a school district must do if it claims a
conflict with the provisions of the Public School Choice Act, The school district
“shall immediatcly submit proof from a federal court to the Department of
Education that the school district has a genuine conflict under an active
desegregation order or active court-approved desegregation plan with the
interdistrict school choice provisions of this subchapter.”’® Beyond stating this
obligation, however, the statute is silent. As noted above, there is no indication or
guidance as to what would be both necessary and sulficient to constitute such
“proof from a federal court.”

' 1d. (to be codified at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-13-113(a)).

" Id. (to be codified at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-13-113(b)). The information required by the statute
comprises 1) a copy of the court’s desegregation or desegregation-related order; 2) the case
heading and case number of each case in which the order was entered; 3) the name and location
of each court with jurisdiction over such orders; and, 4) a description of the school choice student
transfer obligations related to such order to which the school district may be subject.

"I (to be codified at Ark Code Ann. §6-13-113(¢)).

" (1o be codified at Ark Code Ann. § 6-13-113(c)).

" Id. (1o be codified at Ark Code Ann, § 6-13-1 13(d).

% Act 560 at § 6, p. 5 (1o be codilied at Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1906(a)(2)). The Public School
Choice Act places other limitations on school districts” abilities (o accept school choice transfers,
such as a numerical et maximum limit on such transters. See id. at § 6, p. 6 (1o be codified at

Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-1906(b)). Because the other Jimitations do not appear to be the focus of
your inquiry, T only mention them herc.
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Question 2: Must a school district provide proof of a conflict on an annual
basis?

“No,” in my opinion. The Public School Choice Act, as amended by Act 560,
contains no language requiring annual declarations or renewals. As stated above,
Act 560 repealed the law granting school districts the option to declare an
excmption from school choice cach year.'’

Morcover, as a practical matter, there would be no need for a school district 1o
resubmit its proof of a conflict. A court’s desegregation order to a school district
remains in place, as written, until it is lifted, modified or, by its own terms, comes
to an end. A lower court’s order also could be overturned or vacated by a higher
court. Absent such a change, however, the school district’s conflict remains.

Question 3: If a school district declures a conflict with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of the Act, what obligations, if any, does the ADE have fo
review a school district’s declared conflict to determine whether the school
district met the requirements of the Act? Specifically, does the ADE have any
obligation or authority to review the information provided by the school district
und determine (a) whether a school district has provided sufficient proof of a
conflict with a desegregation order or court-approved desegregation plan; (b)
whether the desegregation order or court-approved desegregation plan remain
active; (c) whether a genuine conflict exists between the school district’s
descgregation order or court-approved desegregation plan and the interdistrict
school choice provisions of the Act; and (d) whether it can require a school
district to provide additional information or deny a determination of a limitation
of the Act until the information is provided?

This question seems to boil down to whether the ADI can or must make a
determination as to the veracity of a school district’s claim of a conflict and/or the
adequacy of the “proof” it has submitted. The question also asks whether the
ADII can require a school district to provide additional information (presumably if
the proof is in some way deemed “insufficient”) or deny a school district’s excusal
from the Act until the information is provided.

In my opinion, the ADE is neither authorized nor obligated to take the actions
contemplated. As mentioned above, the law is silent on what, if anything, the

17 :
See lext accompanying notes 7-9 supra.
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ADE is supposed to do with the “prool™ that a schoo! district submits. The Public
School Choice Act, as amended by Act 560, does not charge the ADE to undertake
to verify a school distriet’s claim of exemption'® or make a determination as (o the
sufficiency or truth of the proof submitted." Nor has my research yielded any
other law assigning such a role to the ADE.

I will note that this may raisc a problematic aspect of the new law. Suppose, for
instance, a school district submits “proof™ that is patently inadequate to show a
“genuine contlict” with the Public School Choice Act. 1 see no clear procedure
under the law for challenging such a submission. [ can speculate that a parent of a
student would mount a challenge by sceking relief from a court of competent
jurisdiction in such a case. But the law is not clear in this regard, suggesting the
nced for legislative clarification,

Question 4: If a school district declares a conflict with the interdistrict school
choice provisions of the Act and the ADE is required to make any of the
determinations seft forth in 3(a)-(c) above, is the ADE required to provide notice
of those determinations? And, if so: (a) To whom must the notice be provided;
(b) May a student or a student’s parent(s) continue fo make application for
school choice transfer under the interdistrict school choice provisions of the Act
if the ADE has nof made, and provided notice of, any of the determinations set
Sorth in 3(a)-3(c) above; and (¢c) May a nonresident district accept applications
Jor school choice transfer from a student who resides in a school district which
declares a conflict with the interdistrict school choice provisions of the Act if the
ADE has not made, and provided notice of, any of the determinations set forth
in 3(a)-3(c) above?

This question is rendered moot in light of my response to Question 3. As a

[t is my understanding that the ADE takes the position that it is neither authorized nor equipped
to construe federal court desegregation orders issued to individual school districts for the
purposcs of the Public School Choice Act.

¥ The ADE does not appear 10 assume this authority either, according to its proposed “Rules
Governing the Public School Choice Act of 2015,” found at hup:/www.arkansased.gov/public/
userliles/Legal/Legal-Pending%20Rules/Public_School_Choice_Draft_for Public_ Comment Ap
ril_2015.pdf (Jast accessed June 10, 2015). It is well established that the construction of a state
statute by an administrative agency, while not binding, is afforded great deference by the courts
and will not be overlurned unless it is clearly wrong. See¢ e.g., Brookshire v. Adcock, 2009 Ark.
207, 307 S.W.3d 22, 26; Ford v. Keith, 338 Ark. 487, 494, 996 S.W.2d 20, 25 (1999),












2. The plaintiffs are Mary Turner, individually and as next
friend to Torrance Turner, a minor, Lucy Cheatham, individually and
next friend to Andrew Cheatham, a minor, Obie Sasser, individually,
and as next friend to Frank Sasser, a minor, Mary rose,
individually and as next friend to Victor Rose, a minor, Barbara
Dudley, individually and as next friend to Kerri Dudley, a minor,
Ida M. Dudley, individually and as next friend to Tim Dudley, a
minor, Rosie and Johnny Blair, individually and as next friends to
Kimberly Blair, a minor, Robert Wise, individually and as next
friend to Valarie Wise, a minor, and Mildred Thompson, individually
and as next friend to Kelona Thompson, a minor. Each plaintiff is
a citizen of the United States who resides in the Lewisville School
District, which 1is located in Lafayette County, Arkansas. Each
minor plaintiff attends and is eligibile to attend the Lewisville
Public Schools.

3. The defendants are the lLewisville School District No. 1,
a public body corporate, Larry Hudson, individually and in his
official capacity as superintendent of schools for the Lewisville
School District No. 1, Hollis Sasser, individually and in his
official capacity as president of the Board of Education of the
Lewisville School District No. 1, Harry Smith, Leslie Nutt, Steve
Groves, Carolyn Moss, and Johnny Ross, individually and in their
official capacities as members of the Board of Education of the
Lewisville School District No. 1.

4. This is an action for declaratory judgment to determine

and define the rights and other legal relations between the parties



to this action.

5. The defendants have created or allowed to be created a
racial environment within the public school system in Lewisville,
Arkansas. The racial environment is pervasive, especially in its
impact and teaching of and upon black pupils.

6. The school system has a current enrollment of
approximately 586 students of which between 58% are members of the
black or African American race.

7. The school system employs approximately 45 persons who are
certified by the Arkansas State Department of Education. Of this
number, all but seven (7) are of the white race. Three of the
seven black teachers work at the elementary level and the other
four works at the high school level with two of the four high
school teachers hired as a coach and special education teacher.

8. The District employs approximately thirty (30) support
persons such as aides, secretaries, Jjanitors, bus drivers, and
cafeteria workers, who are not certified by the State Education
Department.

a. The district employs three secretaries to work in the
administrative office, all are white;

b. The district employs ten persons as aides, all are
black with the exception of three;

c. The district employs four persons as bus drivers
and/or mechanics, all are white with the exception of one;

d. The district employs seven persons as janitors, all

are black, with the exception of one;



other activities, or receive other academic honors.

12. Furthermore, the district's policy of awarding an "A"
letter grade of only two points has prevented some black students
from participating in athletic events. Minor plaintiffs Andrew
Cheatham, Torrance Turner, Frank Sasser, and Victor Rose, were
taken off the basketball team when they supposedly became
ineligible to compete for basketball. The minor plaintiffs would
have been eligible had grades for prior athletic activities and/or
P.E. would have been given the value normally given for other
courses.

13. The district purports to have a practice of giving parents
notice when their children are in danger of failing courses. In
the case of Torrance Turner, Torrance was denied the right to
participate in 10th grade basketball because he allegedly had a
failing grade. The district did not provide an interim report to
his mother, adult plaintiff Mary Turner, which would have given her
timely notice of Torrance's potential grade. Consequently,
Torrance received a bad grade, and was denied the right to
participate in 10th grade athletics. Torrance's situation, on
information and belief, is frequently repeated in that the district
does not ordinarily give black parents interim reports before their
children reach below par performance.

14. On occasions, white students who have received failing
grades, have been allowed to delete those grades from their
transcript, while black students have not been afforded this same

protection, in violation of their constitutional rights of equal



educational opportunities.

15. Each minor plaintiff above the third grade has been
subjected to adverse or discriminatory discipline within the school
system at some time during their school years. Also, Dblack
students are subjected to greater disciplinary sanctions and they
are generally kept out of some student organizations.

16. School officials tolerate the use of racially derogatory
statements and profane terms when directed by school staff toward
black students.

17. The school district has received a number of applications
from Dblacks seeking employment as secretaries, teachers, and
administrators. Although the district concedes that many of the
applicants have been qualified, it usually found ways to avoid
employment of blacks or African American people in these positions.

18. The plaintiffs have been deprived of their well-defined
rights to be free from unequal and discriminatory treatment in any
and all aspects of the Lewisville School System. The plaintiffs
have no effective recourse than to pursue relief through this
federal civil action. Any other relief would be so uncertain,
costly and time consuming to provide effective redress of their
grievances.

THEREFORE, plaintiffs request that the Court set this matter
down for early hearing and thereafter provide them with appropriate
relief which plaintiffs suggest as follows:

a. a declaratory judgment that unlawful vestiges of

discrimination against black students and black prospective staff



members is unlawful;

b. an injunction specifically prohibiting defendants from
engaging in acts which tend to discriminate against blacks or
African American students and/or their parents or those other
persons within the black community who apply for work at any level
within the Lewisville School District No. 1;

C. an injunction which forbids the Lewisville School District
No. 3 from allowing, perpetuating or creating a racial environment
within the School District in any form or fashion and appropriate
affirmative injunctive relief which remedies proved acts of racial
discrimination against any of the plaintiffs;

d. an injunction which forbids the Lewisville School District
No. 1 from assigning a value of only two points given to students
who make the letter grade of "A"™ in athletics and physical
education, and to require the school district to assign a value of
all grades given in athletics and physical education the same value
as grades given in all other courses; and

e. award to plaintiff such further relief necessary to
redress the discrimination and prevent the perpetuation of its
effects,

The plaintiffs further pray for their costs, including
reasonable attorney's fees.

Respectfully submitted,
JOHN W, WALKER, P.A.
1723 Broadway

Little Rock, AR 72206
{501) 374-3758
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12. That the Defendants do not discriminate against

hlacks and have not created, or allowed to be created, a

racial environment within the school district that is

discriminatory or derogatory toward blacks: that the

NDefendants have a unitary system which is fair and

impartial to all races, are in complaince with all federal

laws, and provide gualitv and nondiscrminatory education

to all students within the Aistrict:

13, That all acts of the Defendants were done in qood

faith, and they plead their absolute or qualified immunity;

14. That they reserve the right to amend after

completion of discovery;

WHEREFORE, Defendants pray for dismissal of the

Complaint, for their costs herein expended, and all other

nroper relief,

ANMD

By:

WILLIAM G. LAVENDER
Attorney at Law

507 Hickory

P, O, Box 1938
Texarkana, AR 75504

LASER, SHARP, MAYES,
WILSON, RUFFORD & WATTS, P.A.
101 S, Spring Street, Suite 300
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201-248¢8
(501} 376-2981
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IT APPEARING to the court that the matters have been settled,
counsel for all parties having so advised the court, it is ORDERED
that the case be, and it is hereby, dismissed with prejudice,
subject to the terms of the Consent Decree filed simultaneocusly
herewith,

The court retains jurisdiction to vacate this Order and to
reopen the action upon cause shown that settlement has not been
completed and that a party wishes this court to enforce the

Consent Decree specifically.

JIMM LARRY HENDREN
5 maGTRICT COURT UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
" T OF ATMANGLS
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wrmmrorzr; PREMISES CONSIDERED, Defendant prays this Court grants his

petition for change ¢

tend to prove.

bfmdy,‘fm'dﬁldsmmﬂﬁraﬂodﬂrdiuftowhich the facts may

Respectfully Submitted:

TALBOTT & LADD, P.A.
Attorneys for Defendant

NI,

7777 " Katfileen Talbott (Bar No, 96195)
* P,0.Box 1143
Wyme, AR 72396
(870) 238-0066



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF ST. FRANCIS COUNTY, ARKANSAS

DOMESTIC RELATIONS DIVISION

BRANDY LEANN (BUNCH) BASHAW

Y.

GLEN JASON BAY

PLAINTIFF
NO.: D4-2011-54-3

HAW DEFENDANT

VERIKIED PETITION TO MODIFY CUSTODY PROVISIONS

OF DECREE OF DIVORCE

Comes plaintift‘, Brandy Leann Bashaw (now Bunch), by and through her lawyer, Michael

D. Snell, and for her
entered herein, does sf

1. Plaintiff, B

erified Petition to Modify the Custody Provisions of the Decree of Divorce
bate as follows:

randy Leann (Bunch) Bashaw (“Bunch”) is a resident citizen of the State of

Arkansas and resides fn Cross County.

2, Defendant,

Glen Jason Bashaw (“Bashaw™) is a resident citizen of the State of

Arkansas and resides IP St. Francis County.

3. This court has proper jurisdiction of the parties and the subject matter of this action

and venue is appropriagely laid in the Circuit Court of St. Francis County.

4. The parties pre the natural parents of a minor child, namely, Rosalynn Jade Bashaw,

bomn February 28, 2007

preceding the filing of

. The minor child has resided in the State of Arkansas for six months

this action.

5. Pursuant to the provisions of an Agreed Order entered herein on or about May 8, 2012,

the parties share cust

designated as the prim

of the minor child as “joint custody”, with neither party being

custodial parent, and with no specific visitation days outli:Fcttt E D

MAR 31 2015

TIME:




-t

that the parties are to

“manage the visitation of the child between themselves”.

6. Since the dntry of the previous Order, there has been and exists a material change in

circumstances such tat the previous custody provisions should be modified, same being in the

best interests of the nf

Bunch’s marriage and

inor child, Specifically, the parties’ ability to cooperate has eroded due to

pending relocation to Horn Lake, Mississippi; and the minor child has

reached school age,

living in different citigs.

7. The minor
custody of the minor

8. Itisinthe
custody of the minor d
the provision of its pra
from either Cross Cou;
reside with Bunch,

9. Itis further

court Administrative

hild, subject to reasonable visitation by Bashaw, and that the court modify
vious Order “that neither party shall permanently remove the minor child
hty, Arkansas or St. Francis County, Arkansas”, to allow the minor child to

n the best interest of the minor child that Bunch be awarded a reasonable

der No. 10.

amount of child supp(I, to be paid by Bashaw according to the provisions of Arkansas supreme

WHEREFO

» PREMISES CONSIDERED, plaintiff prays that;

1. Upon hearing, the court determine that there exists a material change in circumstances

warranting modificatio
the minor child that sai

2, She be grant

of the previous custody order herein, and that it is in the best interests of
i custody provisions be modified;

pd the primary care and custody of the minor child herein, subject to the

8 o e e A i e et e s e,



reasonable visitation jof the defendant;

3. That the cqurt set and award to plaintiff child support pursuant to Arkansas supreme
court Administrative |Order No. 10:

4. She be awgrded judgment in her favor and against defendant for her reasonable
attorney fees and for ¢osts herein incurred;

3. That she b¢ granted any and all further relief to which she may be entitled under law.

Respectfully submitted,

g @) O

e e e e e et e et s e T S

Michael D. Snell (07153)
P.O. Box 1280

Marion, AR 72364

(870) 739-8487




STATE OF ARKANSAS

COUNTY OF CRIT

TENDEN

I, Brandy B
above and foregoing

true and correct to thd

STATE OF ARKAN]

COUNTY OF CRIT

Before me, a
2015, the person kno
been duly sworn,

BAS

FENDEN

)

) 88,

)
VERIFICATION

unch, having been duly sworn, do hereby state under oath that the
contained in the foregoing Petition for Modification of Custody are
best of my knowledge, information and belief,

Brandy Leann B
)
) s5.
)
ATTESTATION

tary Public, appeared on this the l( ' day of MW ,
or properly identified to me as Brandy Leann Bunch, who, after having
ed the foregoing by her seal affixed hereto.

Notary %ﬁc L 1

T T e e A 4 S et e

e e



IN THE {

BRANDY BASHA W]
V8.

GLEN BASHAW

NOW on this 3

appearing in person an

person and by and

I"'"L*r,"h R H

o
gt CA

[IRCUIT COURT OF ST. FRANCIS COUNTY, ARKANSAS
DOMESTIC RELATIONS DIVISION

PLAINTIFF
NO. DR-2011-54-3
DEFENDANT
G 0 0 GCU
0" day of March, 2012, came on to be heard this matter, the Plaintiff

d by and through her sttorney, Robert M. Ford, the Defendant appearing in

ugh his attorney, Kathleen Talbott, and from the pleadings filed herein, the

statements of counsel, the testimony of the parties, and other proof, matters and things before the

Court, the Court doth find:

1. That

2. That th¢

§ court has continuing jurisdiction and venue is proper.

P parties have one minor child, age 5, and it is in her best interests that

custody be changed from Plaintiff having sole care and custody of the child to joint custody to be

shared between the pagties.

3. That no
because the parties ear

parties.

child support is ordered, which is a deviation of the family support chart,

n similar wages and the child’s time will be equally split between the

4, That there is no schedule ordered for visitation; the parties are in communication

and work together for fhe best interests of the child.

5. The chi

enrolled in preschool, 4

d will start school in August, 2012; however, until that time, she is

Ind this cost shall be shared equally between the parties.

6. The child’s residence shall not be removed from St. Francis or Cross County
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Counties without an drder from the court.

7. All other provisions which are not directly contradictory to this order remain in

full force and effect.

[T IS SO ORDERED.

Approved as to form and content:

Robert M, Ford
Attorney for Plaintiff

IR

Kathleen Talbott
Attorney for Defendar

—
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